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Some Relationships Between Student Teachers
Perceptions of CooperatiE1g Teacberg and

'Changes in Student Teachers

U.S. DEPARTMENT CF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY zS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR T.4CANIZATION OR.G
INATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN-
IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE C EDJ-
CATION POSITION OR POLICY

tha broad and in depth criticism rf teacher education programs,

there is one component which has escaped severe stricture. Knowledgeab:e

persons and agencies regard this component, the atudeht teaching or intern

experience, oLs the moat vital aspect of the teacher's preparation. The

assertion comes from educators and from academicians as well.(9)

James Conant, who has left Little in Leacher education
. .

unscathed. redits

student teaching as the "one indisputable essential element is proreesione,
.... ..,

education "(4)

ti

. _ .

Althaugn empirical suppovt of the importance of student teaching has
.

lagged behind the claims, there is some "soft" evidence.

research has Own that teacher education graduates view student teaching

as the best single factor in their preparation to tt..ach.(14) Cooperating

teacherr have .listed es their number one recommndstion for teacher education
.....,-

probrame, "more time in student teaching."(16.1:2) Brim,(2) reporting

the agecifIc question of changing attitudes toward children, disclosed

'ty..1:five percent of teacher-graduates cited laboratory experiences

"Optic tease for Changing :..ttitudoe toward children."
.

that this" litiCtiCal. 'Imperience troll makes a
. :

ni4puletiVeifacrori that can optimise posittm

t,'Imachitig hahn!Gigs and attitudes? Previous research has

411111/0111000,00itiag teacher, noreao than the univer-

PerSiii;
gneateat influence on the student

4 /

Aiimmotoi0o41 extent of the influence, ,



that this person may exert through development of a close working relation-

ship with the student teacher. The 1963 Association for Student Teaching

Yearbook articulated the presumed importance of the rapport:

.' The attitudes this teacher (the cooperatin:c teacher) holds,
the kind of receptivity he creates, the feeling he has about
shelling and cooperating with this beginner will all go into
establishing a climate for the student teacher . . . thus,

positively or negatively, the supervising teacher eseblishes
an atmosphere for the student teacher.(1429)

Sorenson and Halpert.(13) in a study of discomfort of student teachers

I

during their assignment, sindlary concluded that "whether the apprehension
-..:.';

which Lost prospective teachers experience in the early stages of practice
. -2 .

.

.
teaching is quickly c/e:ome or whether it persists will be determined

. in part by the relationship between candidate and supervising (cooperating)

teacher."(13:32)

This finding is consistent with that of Curtis and AndrevsP) who

stated that when a team relationship between cooperating teacher

teethes is carefully promoted, the distance. betweeu them will lessen
. -7,

.

iapfdly,and emotional tensions will evaporate. Good3a47) eummarized that
. ,

'COOAanius of Opinion does exist or the extent to which the cooperating

liosOly molds the attitudes 00 methods of the student teacher.

ry,Writeii'havOlogically inferred from these bits of

timiti:Miiidomt:toSChers be placedonly,in the most outstanding

4114001,vith thi moat Ole cooperating feachers.(3.5) Um? have

S*0 as that igoilied by Pricef12) who discovered that atti-
-

Onnidaribly after their teaching exper-

he i44.04 direction of the attitudes



held by the classroom teacher with whom they worked. They have also cited

r
Stolle41°) who concluded that neither the method of'supervision nor the

particular supervisor his as differential tn impact on the %tudent teacher
.!,!

. - '

as does the combination of cooperating teacher and cooperating class.

Similarly, LipscoMb,(10) explicitly atatcd that the superior cooperating

teachers show significantly greater influence on student teachers'

than do below average cooperating teachers.

Hence, in reviewing the available research and commentaries, one

is left with the distinct impression thEt: (1) student teaching is vital;

(2) ciessioom cooperating te_clors are the persons most likely to change

attitudes

student teacher behaviors, presuming that they can establish a close

working relationship with the student teacher; and. (3) for that reason, only

: f suitaLle modeia should serve as cooperating teachers. The problem under

1`.
:

-: ), .

invesagatiom in this piper is the testing of the value of the student

teacher-cooperating teacher relationship in promoting student teacher

belevioral gains and the value of careful selection of cooperating teachers.

,

, .

Da lied. t t ions

*it'll'', t is probably necessary that these two --developent

excelleece as cooperating teacher--go hand and hand. That

.

that rapport is of little use, in fnct, may

tal if the cooperating teacher is not a suitable model.

tally, the prahlia is clouded by the need to identify
.,

are beth,euttable models and who can establish close

11,

relatioimhips, it would

t ii 0111bistAtIA40 since he is a
. -

,f$t '140' ei3Ompsfully,
4

,
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. that is affected. But in se3ecting sultible 'Dude's the issue

,
confusing.

.

The problem becomes defining suitable models and selecting them.

Whether one chooses to accept the "Lost able" term of Brink and Curtis

and Andrews or Lipscomb's "superior cooperating teacher," the issues

remains. What is a suitable model? To be sure, researchers have composed

lengthly lists of traits of "good teachers" but there

total lack of consensus among educators as to the validity

Faculty and supervisors of teacher education programs would probably

assume that they are the best judges and a Director of Student Teaching

.
Would probably begin with their opinions. It is true that these individuals

probably have the broadest view of available cooperating teachers. At
. .

the same 7 ime the depth of their knowledge about individual teachers is

most st likely superficial.

There are at least two additional problems that arise if cooperating

achere are to be -selected in this manner. First, university faculty
. _

.

ra as s 'material judges; that is, they 0.1 only think they know wh

la-baat':nr a student teacher. Second there is the usual questionFt. s
oonpeenuiamOng university faculty members can be

:" -
CO t.to reach on ouch mOtters.::- On the Other hand, who else has the

7; . .-

context on vbich to bade suchjudglents? Who else has observed

4iOblare tmany antemtl:(andfmOn a political point of view,

tiotiqoecirlirstisks te44,ra may be difficult at best.)

gliagesitullyatiomed that, external judges

.4*Obi*Ii:Olvolvid in synthesising

and supervisor ratings

eissaisseuts of'Otudent

1



teacher -coopetating teacher rapport correlated at .18.

judge appeared to be the feasible approach and since the efficacy of
. ...,

Hence, since

student teaches judgments in identifying close working relationships

appeased obvious, external observers were not used

The additional reasons f)r selecting student teachers rather than

external persons have to do with perceptions. Student teachers are the

persons aifected by the cooperating teachers and it is their perception

of whether or not a cooperating teacher is effective that is going to

bear upon the student teacher's beht 'for and attitudes. It matters little
. ,

what others think of tha cooperating teacher; the student teacher is the

ccacerned individual.' It is his perceptions of a cooperating teacher e:

will affect him, regardless of the good intentions of the cooperating

teacher. The theoretical basis of the importance of perceptions comes

moat directly from the related area of educational supervision.

summarizes the research thusly :(e:52-56)
. ,

It is not open to debste . . . This perceptual difference
ii the tendaSental cause of human relations problems. Reality

we perceive it to be and we will base our
. on whit we Perceive to be the case.

, 1.;.;. ;H;,. .

lam im opsrpOmp because the student teacher is the only

Wars,,riliebility is Unity. To he sure, the student

not hays:altes4.0:rtiference for making judgments; he has

0104:Sf_the'cOOperating teaCher. Nevertheless he
:

kilt Judie Valotel.: is his emperience that is affected.

longed ond in-depth contact with the cooperating

lotted to Mkt isdgeists on the bails of

setting es the major indepeneent

tiviiterviev the
. .



student teaching at the beginning, in the middle, and at the end of his

student teaching experience. This procedure usually established consistent
', '

ratings but in a few cases where student percepttont chan6ed over time an

average rating was taken. This involved no more than three or four of

the fifty subjeLt.

The specific questions asked in the interview were: "Indicate on a

scale of one to nine how you would rate your cooperating teacher IN

COMPARISON TO BRAT YOU KNOW OR ASSUME TO BE THE RELATIONSHIP OF OTHER

STUDENT TEACHERS WITH THEIR COOPERATING TEACHERS."

There are several conclusions which can be made about the criteria

upoa which student teachers made their ratings.. The data for these

generalizations comes from an interview at the end of the quarter in

which the student teachers were waked to comment at length about their

cooperating teachers. High group, cooperating teachers were

.cally described as warm and friendly individuals.

wail liked by their students ard demonstrated an

tAe.stUdant ttacher. They aig..t or might not have allowed the student

ertnta1 freedom in choosing what and how to teach, nor was there any

401pa' la terme,of giving student teachers constructive criticism

studeptteichati felt they received enough feedback;

.wanted:tot4 freedom; others would have liked more

tr no wair did thin ssem to affect the student teacher's

'

rating **Aar.

iatagory, as a group, were also incon -

and ganre'fbadback although more

40,tha alive uqualip quite

'



authoritarian. But the clear behavior pf.r..ern as perceived by the student

teachers was that they were not well-liked by their students, did not
;

like teaching, did not like their students, and most impor.:ant, they were
.

not interested in their student teachers. They lacked human warmth and

concern.

Sorting in th:s manner would appear, however, to lead to a major

difficulty through a biasing of the data. One would suspect that the

opinions of studeat teachers toward cooperating teachers would in some

way raflert the capabiltties and performances of the student teachers

themselves. Specifically, one would expect that a student teacher might

assess a cooperating teacher as "unsuitable" if they had had eA unpleasant

, , ..

experience during the quarter, but an experience that might well be due

more to their own 'ineptitude than to any fault of the cooperating teacher.

There was some evidence that such a biasing did not occur.

Population aid Methodology

The Sample consisted of fifty, randomly selected and assigned (assign -

tOlignUO3 on the basis of the independent variable was, of course,
. -. .

sit:44,14.tecondarrnpplicintntO winter quarter, 1969, student

thdOniversity Of*ah. CoOparating teachers were drawn from

1*-,onnr, 00S thousand tiachers'in the Silt lake City Metropolitan Area

perceptionnr1 cooperating teachers divided naturally and

'catogoties whichwerelabeled for ease of identifkr.ation:

41P1(.7prmkt tnachem 11.4o 1001.8ned,0 rating of either eight or nine

teachers; iiiddler-those student

4000beie seven on the Scale; and,

tooPstatinif teachers below seven.

1'



Although the attempt was to force discriminations, (the instructions

, .

asked on the student teacher to rate his cooperating teacher en a compara-

tive basis), forty-five of the student teacher participants rated a-ir

cooperating teachers above five and twenty-nine rated their cooperating

teachers either eight Gr nine. The mean rating was 7.7. This implies

a general satisfaction with the quality of cooperating teachers 1)ut

probably reflects to a greater degree, satisfaction with the overall student

teaches experience.
. .

Dependent variables considered were: t'a Minnesota Teachers' Attitude

Inventory, Time Budget Analysis, Flander's Technique of interaction

Analysis, and post hoc ratings by cooperating teachers, university supervisors,

. and the student teachers themselves. The rating sheets were factor
(

analysed to reduce the number ...3f variables for ease )f interpretation.

Prmentetion of Data

Statistical analysis consisted of both one

the three groups and a few simple t tests

*ma' groUps.° Theis were Oso several factor

ie.. Assumptions:far the ANOVA are independence within

:, ' f. i..Y...:: 4:'..-4P- 1.;-:,: -..:-,i .:;:\:S,,:...:::,-,::,. z"..:..., .,. ..

';Warililitrif 4Marame,-and squat variances. The same assumptions
. ,

t',taste with this ratio rdf variances 0:1.

ttimprovisations'Uhfch were conducted on a

The t tests were

few dependent

144:1,2 crass whorl the pattern mean scores appeared
.!

mum slam emloped for all variables.

statdard dipilations for the three

between student teacher

1,4 ehOniss iu attitude. Observed

tituds improved in



inverse relationship to the perceived "quality" of the cooperating teacher.

This would appear to be in conflict vith..the suggestions of the literature

which argue,: for selcttion of,only the Ibeseocamperating teachers. Although

the F- value is slightly below the rejection region (see Table 2), the t

values of 2.00 suggests rejectioa of the.null hypothesis for a two tailed

t test at the .05 level. (The t test ccrtrasted means of extreme groups).

Insert Table 1 approximately here

MAI pre and'posf,test-means,are.not significantly different as is shown

*tiblw.2... This obeircatio04idicatss that ratings of cooperating teachers

"nmt.Me"seaiily related to-:student teacher MTAI scores and.that=at least

0$ suAPPID.040 clOcii444Lthe sample is not biased after all

rewealed.thaf those assessed as the better

smini.tims with their student teachers than did
. .

_.(see Tahle,2)i..By tan -and of the quarter,

bus WademiCro i value which was not significantly
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MANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR THE
. MTAI PRE TEST, POST TFST,ANij CHANGE IN MTAI SCORES

A FUNCTION OF STUDENT TEACHER RATING OF THEIR COOPERATING TEACHERS

. ,

GROUPS OF COOPERATING
TEAOYUS ACCORDING TO
sTpl,;4 TEACHER RATINGS PRE-HTAT

42.2 60.8 6

22.1 19.1 24.2

461 52.6 6.5

.19.6

. .

poiat:iart.mate ia'Ediffereace of 18.3 raw pointi.
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TABLE 2

THE COMPLETE ANOVA TABLE FOR ALL VARIABLES

F(2.

1.383 is

.162

2.295

HTAI PRE

HTAI POST

ictu CHANGE

MEAN SQ.

898.101

172.680

1159.125

P LESS THAN

.261

.851

'.112

TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS TRIAL 1

TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS TRIAL 2

TIME BUDGET ANALYSIS TRIAL 3

co in DIRECT INFLUENCE

4.075

3.299

1954.360

1254.722

642.0771.202

OD IR= INFLUENCE

STUDENT TALK

FACTOR 1

FACTOR 2

FACTOR 1

FACTOR 2

NACTOR3

RACTUR 1

ACTOR 2

1.322

2,653

i.408

237

1,480

6.599

20.794

4.219

1314.508

6786.507

2340.637

5.003

31.903

103.438

292.954

77.308

9.529

. 023

.046

.310

.276

.081.

. 160

.790

.238

.003

..001

.021

.660

25.915 ..295

1 Alseasient of Studeflt Teacher

2 Cheese to Student Teacher

,,A1:1*113400a of Experience and Desire
tO:Ifeech at the End of the Quarter
losititai of CoO0eutingTeaCher

to Toteh at the Beginning

1. Aeleisteat-:-OE.-CoOperiting Teat-:ler-

littidea*liecher.Relationship
2: A ae*csent of Chease.in Student Teacher,

petite teliech, and Rating of
'Odeit Teacher

t.252

6



, TABLE 3

NUNS AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR THE , .

BUDGET ANALYSIS

AS A FUNCTION OF STUDENT,TiACHERAUTING OF THEIR COOPERATING TEACHERS

:213.556 8.889 17.222

-9.275 ''..-: 9.880 18.040

34.500 :. 23.16' 32.417.:

18.451 17.424 32.140'

-57472 . 28.000 28.724

45.431 22.165 ...2 19.966

Or%prabitAtity
vii e8 Pee ttvely.lues r. 4 A"

, S, 1.202

rue ern

;,:;-7:

iting
44411:inbr enlutee spent bythe--student teacher
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The interaction analysis findings would appear to be mixed except

that the only significant t value occurred in the case of the indirect

'. ,,

influence where student teacher behsvior followed the theory of the lit-

erature review. That is, stud.%1,t teachers Yn the "low" group exhibited

less indirect influence than student teachers in the "high" group.

Insert Table 4 approximately here

At the end of the quarter, a rating scheme was administered to

cooperating teachers, student teachers, and university supervisors. The

: instruments,, of about fifteen items each, were factor analyzed in order to

reduer, the' uSpber of variables for meaningful interpretation.' Factor
.

.
.

. . .

isadingeyereunusually high,being.in the range of .88 to .98. Table 2,
.ehows that neither the cooperating teacher nor university supervisor

amseamsenti, as a function of the sorting on the independent variables,
. '-

),(04'0:1111iffe4itl.*fdiffetest.

ert Table 3 approximately here

most interesting aspect of the data relating to these

ise.obiSee0.in the correlation matrix; the ratings
,

iipiesifty'eipei*itire were correlated

the c.:opeeit4ng'iiaChei (r

with the highest positive Correlation.

V



TABLE 4

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR. THE
-. . INTERACTION ANALYSIS, TRIAL 3,

,AS A FUNCTION OF STUDENT TEACHER RATING OF THEIR COOPERATING TEACHERS

CROUPS OF COOPERATING . . . .

TEACHERS ACCORDI1C TO DIRECT INDIRECT STUDENT
8TUDElet TEACHER RATINGS INFLUENCE INFLUENCE TALK- I I

92.222

25.263

87.111

28.260 .

104.889

24.333

moo 127.331 81.667
20.538 40.060 29.274

72.862 130.862 79.103
36.340 58.610 39.412

at estimate is a difference of 43.6 talltes.
Weft* interval is 3.9J("83 3



MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR THE
COOPERATING TEACHER, STUDENT TEACHEE, AND UNIVERSITY SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE

AS A FUNCTION OF STUDENT TEACHER RATING OF THEIR COOPERATING TEACHERS

GROUPS OF COOPERATING

044m141 UPPING TO
fb Pr -TEACHER BATING;

S.D.

PERATING TEACHER . STUDENT TEACHER NIVERSITY SUPERVISOR

QUESTIONNAIRE bESTIONNAIRE QUESTIONNAIRE

bo
c

4J T. li
m in no n 7:
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TUI

11
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0
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.0 4 a t 0 .
4/ 40 ,4 0

44 44 '0 g 4 1:1OP 044030
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50.037. 48.452 46.394 43.627 45.669 48.5.'8 48.543

3.039 4.373 4.871 5.447 3.873 5.533 5.502

51.377 51.833 49.702 49.330 50.777 49.777 49.442

4.950 4.962 2.584 3.218 5.211 4.725 3.685

51.054 51.025 51.601 52.746 49.883 50.203 51.036

4419 4.578 4.112 3.332 3.976 4.539 4.557

1

. .

ebtilsater the huh score represents a poor desire. ,T

r 8000 have boWOrItandardised with a mean of 50.0

standatCdowlati.ta of
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In summary, MAI findings favored students who gave their cooperating

teachers low ratings while interaction analysis findings favored the high
. ,

group. The remainder of the instruments favored neither group in any

clear fashion.

Findings and 4.:onclusions

The fact that the data generally fit no set pattern implies a basis

for vhalienging the major hypothesis of the literature. Certainly there

is not sufficient evidence to conclude that careful selection of

cooperating teachers definitely pays dividends.' Depending upon the criterion,

one might even argue that it is productive to select only the "poor'.
:

= cooperating teachers.

Witness, for example, the 'changes in HUI scores which are easily

the most interesting findings about which to hypothesize. The research

done by the late Walter Cook and his associates at the University of

Minnesota(6) demonstrated that it is common for student teacher attitudes

aid teaching and children to're-main unchanged or to become More

tiye:during the'student teaching experience.'. Cook concluded that somehow

milieu socialises the student teacher. Student teachers enter

4 tee iceoals full of vigor and enthusiasm; they have not yet learned that

r riish .14 Nallanageab " But they are soon confronted with the

as of teiciiiiag five Or six Classes per day, monotoring athletic

a tiohatO, and finding out how little their beginningv.-

Joon argon that. the individual hiving the greatest opportunity
f

taidne10; 0ereooperating*teacher, is the culprit.
.

iht no group was there a mean decline

,,

ra
70'

f'

P

fe-
t-



in MAI scores. -Note that the student teachers who assessed their cooper-

!

ationg teachers in the bottom group had the greatest positive attitude

change. Also remember from the time budget analysis that these iddividuals

spent the least amount of time with their cooperating teachers.- Data
:

'a( ,((",:/:' '"-

from the final interview were consistent, with the clearest and most unmis-

takable message gained from this source being that these stl,dent teachers

(in the low group) were co horrified at the inhuman treatment given by

cooperating teachers to students that they almost total% rebelled. They" .

sided with the students and,'apparently in an attempt to compensate for
- .

:
,

the b;ahaviors of their cooperating teachers, became more friendly and warm

in their dealing:, with students. On the other hand, if we examine

for the group of student teachers who rated their cooperating teachers high,
.

we are givau the clear impression that these student teachers strongly

= identified with their cooperating teacheza. They observed that their

rating teachers got along well with their students and were generally

fective teachers. As such, these cooperating teachers were able to
.

nitietiaiiie the studentteichere; they were able to convince studer(t teacher

that "although.teaching is enjoyable there are Many, many irritating problems
. : (;:-- '

04 school and children." The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory, time

anOyeis and the interview data give.this distinct impression.

interectlefanalyaie.dati are more difficult to interpret,

eel4enAtiOn. .Student'teachers in the "low group",
.

*Oirehle.44,04t bidialrior. This id probably due to

Mere not provided with (teacher) models who demonstrated

iptedemaraaehers in,the "high group" did have such

lariat{ ttopgk laitstion at the moiels. Hence, this

it,:aereful,IielactiOn of cooperatin



teachers. ,,.
The questionnaires obtained from the cooperating teachers, the

, '
student teachers, and university supervisors at the end of the quarter,

..:ovide little information of a directional nature concerning the major

question of this study. Hcwever, the fact that neither cooperating
." ""',;',:," .

st

tenchars nor university supervisors were able to identify superior

performances by student teachers in any particular group implies that

careful selection neither aids nor detracts from the performances of
. . .

student teachers; at least t'-g:se individuals were not able to identify

superior behavior changes on the part of student teachers in any group.

The low correlations between cooperating teacher and supervisor ratings
- -

.

likewise do not speak well for the reliability of ratings of student teacher

gXr

performance.

ferances

Considering the severe limitations of the sample, the dissonant nature

of the literature. end the methodology used in this study, further research

s: , :;, y.%;,:t
indicat..J. It would be ideal if a study such as this could be conducted

in 'the classical fashion w4th random assignment to groups along with pre

and po't testing. The precise nature et the problem under investigation

re Aid not allow for this design since categorisation was on the basis of

to thkinvestigators of this study, the
,

yt data obteinedleiitOne of the most distinct pictures
. .

a. &oldie have Vs found such consistency of data

itaitmmenta supported by such distinct inpressions from the

parti it will take considerable pressure before we

dita nibetiii4e4 effort. necessary for the careful
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'selection of cooperating teachers. Yet we admit that we are not quite

ready to advocate selection of the incompetent cooperating teacher.
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